probation, or deportation order; it has also fostered the expansion of a policing apparatus that surveils, stops-and-frisks, asks for "papers, please," and shoots first. In recent years, historians have explored the origins of our contemporary era of racialized police terror, criminalization, mass incarceration, and deportation.
3 Yet Puerto Rico has been strangely absent from historical analysis of the carceral state despite being a key site for U.S. regimes of race making, militarism, capitalist development, and punitive power.
Partly there has been a reluctance to include sites such as Puerto Rico, Hawaii, Guam, and Indian Country in the historiography of the carceral state for fear that this might be a further colonizing move that normalizes the incorporation of these sites into the U.S. nation state. Yet the result has encouraged a refusal to engage with the centrality of colonialism to that history. 4 Looking at Puerto Rico as a node in the development of the U.S. carceral state complicates the current historiographic approach to the geography, temporality, and scale of the U.S. carceral state in ways that are necessary and productive.
The dominant popular and scholarly historical narrative of the U.S. carceral state goes something like this: during the 1960s and 1970s, the state expanded its carceral capacity in terms of policing, incarceration, and surveillance, in response to proliferating protest movements. Then, as neoliberal globalization took hold, the carceral state evolved to manage not only political dissidents and racialized others, but also "surplus populations" suffering economic dislocation. Next, the War on Drugs and Broken Windows policing during the 1980s and 1990s emerged as key mechanisms for controlling an urban proletariat marked by class, race, and spatial marginality. By the early twenty-first century, the era of mass incarceration had intersected with punitive border enforcement, compounding the racist and classist dimensions of the carceral state and making clear the exclusions that inhere within categories of citizenship.
It is not that such a timeline is inaccurate. There was a "frontlash" by political and economic elites as well as an attempt to roll back the gains of progressive social movements.
5 But accepting this timeline as the story of the carceral state's emergence and consolidation obscures other important historical circumstances that also fed it. As Kelly Lytle Hernández notes in her examination of the settler colonial roots of human caging in Los Angeles, "the extant historiography of incarceration in the United States, which largely focuses on the particularities of race and labor in the U.S. South and urban North, did not and could not answer all the questions I had about how a town in the U.S. West grew into the nation's, if not the world's, leading site of human caging." 6 Race and labor are certainly indispensable analytics for understanding 3 For example, see the special issue "Historians and the Carceral State," Journal of American History 102, no. 1 (June 2015) and a special section on "Urban America and the Carceral State," Journal of Urban History 41, no. 5 (Sept. 2015) . 4 Indigenous scholars have labored to demonstrate the ways in which our contemporary carceral system is born out of the history of slavery and settler colonialism in the United States. Luana Ross, Inventing the Savage: The Social Construction of Native American Criminality (Austin, TX, 1998) remains an invaluable text for understanding this history. See also, Nick Estes's interview with Rustbelt Radio: "Native Resistance and the Carceral State," July 11, 2018, https://rustbeltradio.org/2018/07/11/ep19/ (accessed May 29, 2019). Additionally, scholars such as Jenna Loyd, Naomi Paik, Stuart Schrader, and Micol Seigel detail the transnational nature of the U.S. carceral state and its roots in imperial action and colonization. the carceral state, but so are colonial encounters and transnational contexts. Failing to grapple with the latter risks inadvertently reproducing a kind of American exceptionalism.
Puerto Rico and other colonized sites highlight the ways in which the carceral state has always been a colonial project. Indeed, the subjugation, captivity, enclosure, and violence associated with (settler) colonialism in tandem with the enslavement of African peoples rest at the foundation of the U.S carceral state. Policing, incarceration, and martial law formed central components of early U.S. rule in Puerto Rico following the Spanish American War of 1898, and remained so for many decades after. The historical sociologist Kelvin Santiago-Valles has painstakingly shown how the implementation of U.S. rule in Puerto Rico depended on the widespread dispossession of the local population through the expansion of U.S. capital and juridical regimes, which resulted in the criminalization of the Puerto Rican poor and their survival strategies and resistance practices. Santiago-Valles notes that the rates of arrest more than quadrupled between 1899 and 1905 and doubled again in the late 1930s and early 1940s, which coincided with periods of profound economic crisis and political unrest. In Puerto Rico, carceral logics and practices have long been used to consolidate and expand colonial power, even as the archipelago shifted toward a supposedly decolonial context after 1952, when Puerto Rico's new constitution identified it as an Estado Libre Asociado (Associated Free State), or commonwealth of the United States, which granted the United States ultimate authority over the archipelago but gave the local government a greater degree of autonomy in local affairs. This "soft" colonialism of the mid-twentieth century succeeded in no small part through the surveillance, harassment, torture, arrest, and incarceration of members of the Puerto Rican Nationalist Party or individuals suspected of being sympathetic to pro-independence causes. Scholars have noted that the commonwealth's implementation would have encountered much more resistance if surplus laborers had not been encouraged to migrate on the one hand and political dissidents criminalized on the other. Further, during a resurgence of pro-independence political action during the 1970s, the U.S. carceral apparatus in the form of the FBI trained its sights on Puerto Rican radicals associated with the Fuerzas Armadas de Liberación Nacional (FALN), or Armed Forces of National Liberation, and other clandestine armed resistance groups advocating for Puerto Rican independence through direct action. On charges of seditious conspiracy, which essentially criminalized anti-colonial struggle, fifteen FALN members were sentenced to thirty-five to ninety years in maximum security federal penitentiaries. The liberation of the Puerto Rican political prisoners became a key component of leftist and pro-independence organizing throughout the 1980s and 1990s both in Puerto Rico and its stateside diaspora. While most of the Puerto Rican political prisoners received presidential pardons in 1999, the last of them, Oscar López Rivera, served thirty-six years before finally being pardoned in 2017. Linking this history of the repression of anticolonial activists in the archipelago to the contemporaneous history of attacks on U.S. radical left organizers and Black freedom movements would deepen our understanding of the function and reach of the carceral state. communities of Jayuya and Utuado during the Nationalist Uprising of 1950 as an ideological blueprint for the MOVE bombing in 1985? Although Philadelphia police may not have had this in mind when they decided to incinerate members of a radical Black community, the decision to bomb U.S. citizens identified as rebellious or threats to national security had already become justified and normalized in the colony before "returning home."
As a colonial site, Puerto Rico also brings into sharp relief the ways in which the various scales of the carceral state from the top down to the bottom up collaborate or clash as actors at each scale attempt to consolidate unequal power relations. As both Dan Berger and Simon Balto note, scholars tend to give disproportionate attention to federal officials, agencies, and policies at the expense of a more nuanced analysis of the various scales at which carceral power operates.
10 Thus, while federal officials may have greased the wheels, so to speak, by providing resources, funding, and legal infrastructure, local actors had to "play along," often using federal policies and resources to advance their own goals or facilitating repressive local regimes that were already at work. The local Puerto Rican state, for example, not only supported federal "tough on crime" policies during the 1980s and 1990s, but also sought to become a vanguard for the punitive policing and privatization of public housing, not because it was foisted on them by the colonial government, but because it became an avenue for Puerto Rican political elites to demonstrate their significance in a moment when Puerto Rico's strategic value to the United States was perceived as in decline.
11
Thus this history requires tracing not only the imposition of U.S. approaches to crime in colonial contexts, but also the roles played by local elites in the immiseration of populations living under colonial conditions. Ignoring the latter can lead to the reproduction of paternalistic ideas about the subjects of U.S. colonialism as docile, ignorant, and lacking agency. Historically, Puerto Ricans who experienced the violence of the carceral state and its exclusions saw the complicity of local elites clearly, and described U.S. and Puerto Rican law enforcement agencies as "la misma porquería" (the same crap). In turn they organized against both Puerto Rican and U.S. political elites, and protested against both local and federal law enforcement agencies for their roles in creating and maintaining oppressive conditions. Puerto Rico is like a "boomerang" that slices through the neat and linear narrative of carceral expansion in the United States.
12 Studying the archipelago challenges a top-down narrative of the carceral state. It foregrounds how perceived "Made in the USA" punitive measures are shaped through imperial and colonial power relations. And, as numerous colonial historians and postcolonial studies scholars have shown, it highlights how the core and the periphery are mutually constitutive and greatly shape each other's development, albeit asymmetrically. By elucidating the unequal power relations that undergird the carceral state-capitalism, colonialism, anti-Black racism, xenophobia-we also catch glimpses of the solidarities that must be forged in order to build a more just future.
